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The following report indicates areas of concern on which the Onsite BOE Team will focus 

during the upcoming visit. In addition, the last section for each standard is a list of evidence that 

the team plans to validate during the visit to ensure that the standards continue to be met. This 

validation will occur as the team interviews faculty, administrators, school-based partners, and 

other members of the professional community. Validation could also occur in the visits to 

schools and observations on campus. The validation list also includes some specific 

documentation that the team would like to review during the onsite visit. In some cases, the 

Offsite team members could not locate a document or open a link and have requested that the 

Onsite Team review those documents. 



Standard 1: Candidate
 
Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions 

Candidates preparing to work in schools as teachers or other school professionals know and 

demonstrate the content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and skills, pedagogical and 

professional knowledge and skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students 

learn. Assessments indicate that candidates meet professional, state, and institutional standards. 

 
1.1 Statement about the evidence  
 

The Huntington University Teacher Education Program (TEP) uses “Teacher as Effective 

Steward” to summarize the Conceptual Framework.  The Framework focuses on stewardship in 

the areas of Knowledge, Learner Development, Learning Environments, and Instruction.  All of 

the licensure programs in the unit use these areas of focus to assess content knowledge, 

pedagogical knowledge, teaching skills, professional dispositions, and student learning. 

 

The teacher education unit prepares candidates for initial licensure in the following areas:  

Elementary Education; Elementary/Special Education; Math Education; English Education; 

History Education; Biology Education; Chemistry Education; Business Education; Theater 

Education; Music Education and Physical Education & Health.  Currently, the unit prepares 

candidates in Middle Level Content Areas and Visual Arts, but due to under-enrollment will end 

those programs as of May 2013.  The unit offers advanced degrees for practicing teachers that 

focus on content and pedagogy.  The graduate programs “provides refresher courses in classroom 

management, technology, and curriculum design” (IR, p.2).  The M.Ed. program was approved 

by the university in 2003, approved by the Higher Learning Commission and the Indiana 

Professional Standards Board in 2004, and launched in 2005. However, assessment data are not 

found. 

 

Candidates in the unit perform well on state required content exams. The aggregate pass rate for 

initial programs exceeds 80 percent pass rates range from 80 to 100 percent on nearly all exams.  

Exceptions are in Chemistry and Physical Education where some pass rates s fell below the 80 

percent level.  Pedagogical knowledge and teaching skills are measured in various ways and at 

various times throughout the program.  There are several assessments shown in the SPA reports 

that show how elements of effective pedagogy are measured in field classes.  A significant 

measurement of all the Standard 1 areas is the Teacher Work Sample (TWS) that candidates 

complete during their internships.  Data indicate that candidates perform well on the TWS. 

 

The unit submitted program reports to SPAs in fall 2011. All programs except for English 

Education are recognized with conditions. The English Education program is not currently 

recognized, but has until March 2013 to submit a revised report. Included in the IR is a Biennial 

Report with a collection of program data.  A review of this report shows that candidates 

requesting admission have GPAs exceeding 3.0.  The TEP requires that candidates maintain a 

GPA of 2.5 or higher.  (All checkpoints measure GPA and all are well above 3.0).  Also of note 

is that the GPA increases with each checkpoint.  While nearly all candidates applying to the unit 

are admitted, there are some who are denied as a result of deficiencies in GPA, Praxis I, or 

dispositional issues.  The data indicate that consideration for admission is rigorous enough to 

identify candidates who are not likely to be successful teachers.   
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The unit assesses teacher dispositions by having supervisors/mentors complete a survey that 

identifies appropriate dispositions in all clinical and field classes.  Data indicate that candidates 

score at acceptable levels on this measure.  If a candidate does not score well, a meeting is held 

to go over deficiencies with the candidate in an effort to remediate. 

 

Student learning is measured by the TWS.  The TWS was added to the program as a result of 

faculty analysis of their program after the last NCATE review.  The IR mentions that some parts 

of the TWS were always required, but a concerted effort was made to strengthen the process and 

thus the usefulness of the resulting data.  The current TWS shows two years of data and scores 

are very good in all areas. 

 

1.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard  
 

Not applicable to this standard. 

 

1.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs) 
 

No AFIs were cited in the previous accreditation report. 

 
1.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 

 

1. The IR states that the graduate programs offer “refresher courses” for practicing teachers.  

To what extent do programs provide candidates with advanced preparation in content 

knowledge and pedagogical and professional skills? 

 

Rationale: NCATE Standard 1 expects advanced level programs to provide candidates with “in-

depth” preparation related to knowledge and skills, as opposed to only refreshing knowledge in 

areas already learned and practiced.  

 

1.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

(1) In 2003, the unit initiated graduate (M.Ed.) programs for practicing teachers in several 

content areas. The structure, content, and delivery of the programs are unclear. Information 

about program goals was limited to topics covered.  No assessment data were provided for 

the advanced programs demonstrating that candidates have acquired in-depth knowledge 

and skills as delineated by program goals and aligned to the conceptual framework. 

 

(2) What is being done to improve pass rates on state exams for chemistry and physical 

education? 



 5 

Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit Evaluation 

The unit has an assessment system that collects and analyzes data on applicant qualifications, 

candidate and graduate performance, and unit operations to evaluate and improve the 

performance of candidates, the unit, and its programs. 

 

2.1 Statement about the evidence  
 

Since its last NCATE accreditation visit, the unit has restructured its assessment system (UAS) 

for initial teacher preparation programs. Documents show that during the 2011 academic year, 

the unit with input from its stakeholders restructured the assessment system from four 

checkpoints to three. The change allows the unit to better monitor the effectiveness of the 

assessment system and expand the scope of its electronic database. The four checkpoint system 

had been in place for a decade and was well established among faculty, students, and 

stakeholders. According to documents, the change based upon self-examination of the system 

indicated that there were elements overlapping different checkpoints and there was lack of clarity 

about who was responsible for monitoring and evaluating some elements. The revised three-

point system provides a more seamless and effective process.  

 

Decisions about candidate performance and standing in the program are made at each of the 

three Checkpoints based on multiple assessments from both internal and external sources. The IR 

and electronic exhibits show candidate proficiencies are aligned with institutional, state, and 

national standards. The three-point system offers assessments at both the initial and advanced 

levels, and these assessments are aligned with the conceptual framework.  

Exhibits show that multiple assessments across three assessment points yield a variety of 

candidate performance data from both internal and external sources during each semester. Data 

collection begins when a candidate applies for admission to the teacher education program. Data 

are collected throughout a candidate’s progress through the program and maintained in an 

extensive data base. The unit identified the following as three key assessment checkpoints:  

Checkpoint 1 - Admission to the Program, Checkpoint 2 - Application to Student Teaching, and 

Checkpoint 3 – Program Completion.  

Checkpoint 1 typically occurs during the second semester, sophomore year. Written assignments, 

grade point average, recommendations, Praxis I scores, a personal interview, and a criminal 

background check demonstrate that the candidate meets admission requirements, gives evidence 

of dispositions appropriate for successful teaching, and possesses adequate oral and written 

communication skills.  Checkpoint 2 - Application to Student Teaching - normally takes place 

during the first semester of the junior year and involves both successful performance on the 

checkpoint criteria and completion of the application for student teaching. Written documents, 

academic standing, early field experience evaluations, and dispositional evaluations provide 

evidence of candidates’ readiness for application to student teaching, and Checkpoint 3 - 

Program Completion. Checkpoint 3 takes place at the end of student teaching and prior to 

graduation. Written documents, lesson evaluations, cooperating teacher evaluations, a Teacher 

Work Sample, reflective portfolio, and dispositional evaluations are used to demonstrate 

successful completion of required competencies. 
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Unit exhibits and other documents show the assessment system provides both qualitative and 

quantitative data, data from coursework and field experiences, data relating to both academic 

performance and professional dispositions, and data from both University and P-12 sources. 

Assessment system data are comprehensive, which allows the unit to accurately evaluate 

candidate performance throughout the candidate’s program. Further, outstanding candidate 

performance on important summative assessments like Praxis II, Student Teaching, Teacher 

Work Samples, and other data found in the SPA Reports provide evidence not only of the quality 

of the program and its candidates, but also the effectiveness of the assessment system in 

providing data necessary to monitor and assure candidate progress. 

In addition to the three checkpoints, the unit has in place an exit survey, graduate survey, and a 

Biennial Checkpoint Report to provide addition data to support candidate performance. Exit 

surveys of candidates give the unit immediate feedback from program completers on the quality 

of instruction, effectiveness of field experience, and other factors relating to program quality.  

The unit conducts a graduate survey with program completers one year, four years, and seven 

years after their graduation. This survey continues to give valuable feedback about program 

quality from program completers who have the added benefit of classroom experience to inform 

their responses. The Biennial Checkpoint Report gives a review at the end of each two-year 

period of the previous five-year time period. The report focuses on program admission 

information, a review of the checkpoint information for the last five years, and detailed reporting 

of data from both the exit survey and the graduate survey for the five-year period of the report. 

Minutes show that evaluation data derived from summative assessments enable the unit to 

identify the strengths and areas for improvement in the curriculum, needed changes in unit 

operations and the effectiveness of its various operations. The cyclic process repeats itself with 

evaluative data being used as inputs for the beginning of the review cycle. 

According to the IR, the unit’s commitment to continuously search for more effective connections 

between the data system and desired program outcomes can be seen in recent changes such as the 

addition of a dispositional rating scale on the interview instrument, change from a four checkpoint 

assessment system to a three checkpoint system discussed above, and the decision to move to a 5-

point Likert Scale on the Dispositional Survey. However, the connection between program data and 

changes noted is not apparent. 

At the advanced level, the unit reports the advance level (M.Ed.) assessment system is simpler in 

design than the undergraduate program. However, the exhibits did not show how the assessment 

system for the initial level differs from the one used for advanced level programs. Alignment charts 

were used to design the program in association with the unit’s conceptual framework and with 

NBPTS Core Propositions. The department checks that each program candidate has adequate 

experience with classroom diversity. The program is designed so that candidates lacking such 

experience may be provided a field experience in Fort Wayne. The program recruiter/adviser and 

director monitor student academic progress and success throughout the program. The adviser, and 

director if necessary, communicates any concerns to the candidate via email and phone. Advanced 

level candidate’s evaluations indicate strong and thorough coverage of the NBPTS core propositions.  
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Candidates take Action Research Methods and design an action research project. The instructor of this 

course assesses candidate readiness to continue and complete the action research. Candidates take 

eight hours of action research toward the end of the program, which includes meeting with a research 

adviser and completing an action research project. The research adviser monitors the research progress 

and proficiency at each stage until project completion. The department retains a copy of each research 

project and has developed a rubric for assessing the projects.  

Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard  

This is the standard the unit identified as moving toward standard. Standard 2 has three elements 

with rubrics designed to help the reviewer determine whether the unit’s programs are at the 

Unacceptable, Acceptable, or at the Target level. The IR and exhibit documents show that the 

unit is moving toward the Target level for this standard. The following summarizes the BOE 

team’s initial findings related to the movement toward the Target level at each of the three levels: 

Element 2a. Assessment system 

Exhibit documents show the unit is addressing most components of element 2a at the 

target level; however more evidence is needed as to whether the unit conducts thorough 

studies to establish fairness, accuracy, and consistency of its assessment procedures and 

unit operations. 

 

Element 2b. Data collection, analysis, and evaluation 

 

Exhibit documents indicate that the unit may be meeting the target level on all 

components of this element. However, more information is needed in some areas that 

would support the team’s decision (e.g., the comprehensiveness and regularity of data 

reports used by faculty and provided to stakeholders; efficacy and management of the 

information technology used to manage the assessment system). 

 

Element 2c. Use of data for program improvement 

 

Exhibit documents did not provide support to show that the unit has fully developed 

evaluations and continuously searches for stronger relationships in the evaluations, 

revising both the underlying data systems and analytic techniques as necessary. 

Additionally, documents did not show how the unit systematically studies the effects of 

any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. 

 

2.2 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs) 
 

No AFIs were cited in the previous accreditation report. 

 

2.3 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 

 

None 
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2.4 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

(1) Describe the electronic database assessment system. Is the electronic database 

assessment system something that was developed by the unit or university, or is it a 

commercial system such as LiveText, TaskStream, TK20, etc.? 

(2) Describe how the M.Ed. assessment system differs from the undergraduate assessment 

system. 

(3) Does the unit have an assessment coordinator/manager? 

(4) Does the unit have an assessment committee, council, etc.? 

(5) How/when do faculty and others responsible for reporting candidate performance 

access the electronic database assessment system? 

(6) How does the unit ensure its assessments are free of bias, and that its assessment 

procedures are fair, accurate and consistent? 

(7) Using the Target language of the Standard 2 rubric as a guide, in what ways does the 

unit and assessment system possess the characteristics of target level performance? 

What evidence exists to support that the unit is meeting or moving toward the target 

level on one or more of the Standard 2 elements.  

Identify plans and timelines for attaining and/or sustaining target level performance as 

articulated in unit Standard 2 

(8) Data-driven improvement: What areas are targeted for improvement based on data?  

In what ways were changes made by the unit driven by or informed by data? 
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Standard 3: Field Experiences and Clinical Practice 
The unit and its school partners design, implement, and evaluate field experiences and clinical 

practice so that teacher candidates and other school professionals develop and demonstrate the 

knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn. 

 
3.1 Statement about the evidence  
 
There is strong evidence of collaboration within the unit to design, implement, and evaluate field 

experiences and clinical practice so that teacher candidates develop and demonstrate the knowledge, 

skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn.  The sequence and order of 

field experiences prior to student teaching and the courses to which they are assigned are evident.  As 

part of the sequence of field experiences prior to student teaching, all initial teacher candidates are 

required to complete a 12 day Multicultural Practicum in a highly diverse P-12 setting during the 

January term immediately preceding the 14 weeks of student teaching.   The unit invites P-12 partner 

teachers and administrators to an annual breakfast in order to gain their input regarding the design, 

implementation, and evaluation of field experiences including student teaching. 

 

The Student Teaching Handbook provides detailed information for candidates, supervisors, and 

cooperating teachers.  However, it is unclear what other orientation is provided to cooperating 

teachers beyond the handbook.  The IR or the handbook does not provide information regarding 

cooperating teacher qualifications.  In addition the IR does not provide any information about 

university supervisors.  Are supervisors full-time faculty or are they part-time faculty, or some 

combination?  University supervisors are expected to complete a minimum of six candidate 

observations during the 14 weeks of students teaching. 

 

Candidates in the initial teaching preparation complete student teaching in 17 different school 

corporations with specific partnerships with the Huntington County and Fort Wayne School 

Corporations.  The IR states that the placements vary widely in terms of diversity, but that all 

candidates have experience with diverse P-12 learners during the required Multicultural Practicum 

during the January term preceding student teaching.  The unit does not provide demographic 

information for student teaching placements or the multicultural practicum. It is not evident that 

candidates have planned experiences with students who have exceptional learning needs and students 

with limited English proficiency. 

 

The unit assesses student performance and dispositions with evaluation forms that are aligned with 

program and professional standards, and the conceptual framework.   In addition, candidates 

complete a Teacher Work Sample and a Reflective Journal.  Aggregated results for both the Teacher 

Work Sample and the Reflective Portfolio are provided as evidence for the last three years.  

However, while evaluation protocols for student performance on dispositions are presented in the 

student teaching handbook, aggregated data for these assessments are not provided as evidence.  

 

While evaluation forms and standards assessed include technology, it is not evident from the data the 

kinds of instructional technology skills that candidates are developing in the field and clinical 

experiences.  Candidate confidence is the use of technology in teaching and learning is assessed as 

part of the end of the program evaluation and aggregated results are reported for the last three years. 

 

The IR reports that candidates in the advanced program (M.Ed.) complete course projects and action 

research in their own classrooms.  It is not clear whether this constitutes field experience. 



 10 

 

3.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard  

 

Not applicable to this standard 

 

3.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs) 
 

No AFIs were cited in the previous accreditation report. 

 

3.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 

 

None 

 

3.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

(1) Cooperating teacher involvement:  What is the role of the cooperating teachers (school 

faculty) in designing, implementing, and evaluating the unit’s conceptual framework and the 

school program?  Attendance records for the annual breakfast, referenced in paragraph 1 

above, would provide useful evidence to support unit efforts made in this area. 

 

(2) Student teaching placements: Evidence showing how the unit faculty and the school partners 

jointly determine the specific placements of candidates in field experiences and student 

teaching to maximize the learning experience for candidates and P-12 students.  

 

(3) Field Placement School demographics and evidence of field experiences focused on students 

with exceptional learning needs and limited English proficiency.  

 

(4) Supervisor/clinical teacher communication: What system is in place to ensure that the 

university supervisor and the clinical teacher regularly participate in discussion and feedback 

to share expertise to support candidates’ learning in the field?  

 

(5) Who are university supervisors, and what are their qualifications? 

 

(6) Candidate performance data: What data showing candidate progress through the various field 

experiences are available, especially in the standards assessed for professional dispositions 

and working with the professional community?  

 

(7) Instructional technology: What kinds of instructional technology skills are candidates 

developing in the field and clinical experiences and what do the data reveal on their progress?  

 

(8) Field experience responsibilities: More information is needed about the responsibilities held 

by the director of field experiences. 
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Standard 4: Diversity 
The unit designs, implements, and evaluates curriculum and provides experiences for candidates 

to acquire and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help 

all students learn. Assessments indicate that candidates can demonstrate and apply proficiencies 

related to diversity. Experiences provided for candidates include working with diverse 

populations, including higher education and P–12 school faculty, candidates, and students in P–

12 schools. 

 

4.1 Statement about the evidence  
 

The unit has identified clear goals and objective related to diversity in the conceptual framework, 

standards, and program curriculum.  The IR provides a comprehensive list of curriculum 

components that address diversity.  In addition, the IR provides strong evidence that the 

university has been engaged in diversity initiatives which include the creation of a standing 

university committee, university hosted conferences and lectures, and the establishment of the 

Horizon Scholars program to attract the enrollment of students of color at the university.  These 

efforts have resulted in a small but steady growth in diversity enrollment across the university.   

 

One Horizon Scholar completed the elementary education program in the unit. In an effort to 

assure that all candidates have experience with diverse P-12 learners, all initial teacher 

preparation candidates complete a twelve day Multicultural Practicum in the January term 

immediately preceding full-time student teaching.  As part of the practicum, candidates are 

engaged in seminar that addresses topics related to the teaching and learning of P-12 learners.  

The seminar is led by adjunct faculty member who is a person of color. 

 

Candidates in the advanced M.Ed. program are also introduced to topics related to diversity in 

their coursework.  However, there is no evidence that all candidates in the advanced program 

have the opportunity work with diverse P-12 learners. 

 

Demographic evidence presented in the IR indicates that candidates in the initial teacher 

education programs have limited opportunity to interact with diverse faculty or candidates.  

However, the unit has recently hired an adjunct who is a person of color and implements 

seminars as a part of the required Multicultural Practicum.   

 

Candidates do have the opportunity to interact with students at the university level.  There is no 

evidence that candidates in the advanced programs have the opportunity to interact with diverse 

faculty or candidates. 

 

4.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard  

 

Not applicable to this standard 
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4.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs) 
 

AFIs corrected from last visit:  

 
AFI Number & Text Apply to AFI Rationale 

1.   Candidates have limited 

opportunities to interact with unit 

faculty from diverse racial and 

ethnic groups. 

ITP More information is needed to support 

removal of this AFI.  

 

AFIs continued from last visit: 

AFI Number & Text Apply to AFI Rationale 

2.   Candidates have limited 

opportunities to interact with peers 

from diverse racial and ethnic 

groups. 

ITP More information is needed to support 

removal of this AFI. 

 
4.2 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 

 

1. At the advanced level, it does not appear that candidates have experiences with faculty and 

peers from diverse racial and ethnic groups. 

 

Rationale: The IR and exhibits show the institution has shown good faith effort toward diversity, 

however it was not clear as to the extent of experiences candidates have with faculty and peers 

from diverse racial and ethnic groups. 

 

4.3 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

(1)  Interview with candidates to confirm their confidence in addressing the needs of all 

learners. 

(2)  Demographic information for field experience sites, including the MC practicum. 

(3)  Interview with faculty, especially the adjunct of color recently hired by the university. 

(4)  How are advanced level candidates assured of experiences with diverse P-12 students? 
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Standard 5: Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development 
Faculty are qualified and model best professional practices in scholarship, service, and 

teaching, including the assessment of their own effectiveness as related to candidate 

performance; they also collaborate with colleagues in the disciplines and schools. The unit 

systematically evaluates faculty performance and facilitates professional development. 

 
5.1 Statement about the evidence  

 

Evidence provided by the unit indicates that the professional education faculty members all have 

the terminal degree. There are several adjunct faculty members who teach in the areas of their 

expertise. Consequently, they appear well qualified for their teaching assignments and other 

responsibilities. All full time and adjunct faculty members have had experiences in P-12 schools. 

All cooperating teachers are considered clinical faculty. A table listing 91 clinical faculty 

members presents gender, ethnicity, licensing credentials and other relevant demographics.  

 

Course syllabi reveal a presence of the conceptual framework and integration of INTASC 

standards as well as a variety of teaching methodologies used by faculty members. Syllabi are 

linked to relevant standards. Diversity and technology expectations are woven into the 

curriculum for candidate learning. Faculty members are required to give candidates the 

opportunity to evaluate courses and teaching. During the first two years, faculty are evaluated 

every semester in every course. Thereafter, evaluations are given less frequently. The IDEA 

evaluation form was presented. Data from the forms were not available. Each faculty member 

submits an annual faculty report highlighting their professional activities. These reports are 

submitted to the Dean’s Office and Assistant Dean for Faculty Development.   

 

Faculty evaluation criteria indicate that scholarship at the national and international levels is 

important to the unit. Faculty annual reports indicate this is occurring among some faculty 

members. Several examples of faculty members’ work in the P-12 schools and their interactions 

on various projects within the schools are included in the IR. Faculty teaching, scholarly and 

service performances are quantified through scoring rubrics articulated in the Faculty Handbook. 

Annual reviews are required of faculty through annual end-of-year reports. After tenure, faculty 

members are reviewed every five years or more often if needed.  

 

The Faculty Handbook provides careful detail on the faculty evaluation processes and oversight 

of faculty work. The IDEA course evaluation system is used by all faculty including adjunct 

instructors. Results of the evaluations are reviewed by the department chairs, division chairs, and 

the Vice President for Academic Affairs (VPAA). Non-tenured faculty meet annually with the 

VPAA to review teaching and scholarly work and set goals.  

 

New faculty members are involved in orientation and mentoring activities that include but are 

not limited to the task and mission of Christian higher education, teaching, faith-based education, 

reaching millennials, and other relevant topics and practices for beginning faculty members.  

 

Full time faculty members have access to an annual allotment for professional travel. Additional 

funding is available from the Education Department for encouraging professional growth. 

Faculty work in close proximity to one another and are able to frequently share information with 



 14 

each other about conference speakers, books, and journal articles relevant to the profession. 

What evidence is provided to demonstrate how faculty are taking advantage of professional 

development opportunities? 

 

5.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard  
 

Not applicable to this standard. 

 

5.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs) 

 

No AFIs were cited in the previous accreditation report. 

 

5.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 

 

None 

 

5.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

(1)   Faculty evaluation data available on-site and will need to be reviewed. 

(2)   Based on course evaluations or other means by which faculty performance is evaluated, 

how do the ratings of education faculty compare to university faculty overall?  

(3) What clinical faculty training is in place to ensure coherence of instructional delivery 

across the 91 faculty members identified for 2011-12? 

(4) What policies and procedures are used by the unit, or institution, to promote the hiring 

and retention of a diverse faculty? 

(5) How are the annual reports of faculty activities used to inform the unit? 

(6) What do the exit and graduate survey data indicate? Is there an employer survey as well? 

  



 15 

Standard 6: Unit Governance and Resources 
The unit has the leadership, authority, budget, personnel, facilities, and resources, including 

information technology resources, for the preparation of candidates to meet professional, state, 

and institutional standards. 

 
6.1 Statement about the evidence  

 

Huntington University prepares candidates in initial teaching programs leading to licensure in the 

state of Indiana. It prepares candidates in elementary, middle level, and secondary licensure 

programs.  At the advanced level, the unit offers a non-licensure M.Ed. in Elementary Education, 

Early Adolescent Education, and Adolescent and Young Adult Education.  

 

The unit has the authority to plan, deliver, and operate coherent programs of study.  The 

Education Department has the same level of authority as other academic units at the University. 

Policies and programs are controlled by the unit. The University has a standard approval process 

for new programs as well as a review process through its division and the Academic Concerns 

Committee for all catalog changes. An examination of the online documents indicates that the 

unit has responsibility related to curriculum, admissions, and retention of students. Collaboration 

occurs on program design and revisions with other departments and public school personnel. 

Advisory input and collaboration occurs through the Teacher Education Professional Advisory 

Committee (TEPAC). The unit includes TEPAC on program proposals and evaluations each 

semester. Additional input is obtained from the Teacher Education Committee (TEC). The TEC 

is responsible for admission and appeals processes. The department is responsible for policies, 

curriculum, program issues, and other matters relevant to the programs. These governance 

processes between the TEC and the Education Department indicate the authority to govern and 

define the program. 

 

Leadership is not specifically stated, but online documentation suggests the unit leader is the 

Director of Teacher Education. The department meets weekly to conduct business meetings.   

The department is responsible for the undergraduate and graduate programs. Recruitment and 

admissions are coordinated through the Admissions Department, which includes the develop-

ment of program brochures. The Student Development Office is responsible for institution-wide 

student services such as help in tutoring, mentoring, and career services.  Advising is the 

responsibility of the faculty within the major. Secondary education and all-grade majors are co-

advised between the academic major and education faculty. The unit establishes course meeting 

times and locations.  

 

The unit’s annual operating and student help budget is $23,800, and it is managed by the 

Director of Teacher Education. The budget provides stipends and honoraria for cooperating 

teachers, travel, and conference expenses for faculty; however, it is unclear what input the unit 

has in the budget beyond management of operating costs. In addition, there is a library budget 

allowing education faculty several thousand dollars each year to purchase various resources and 

curricular materials. Fees for NCATE, AACTE, and other professional associations are paid by 

the institution. No evidence was provided for the unit’s initial program budget beyond the IR.  

No comparative budgets for other departments with clinical components were provided. The 

advanced program has a separate budget. 
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The normal faculty load is 12 hours per semester and 9 hours for teaching in the M.Ed. program. 

Supervisors of student teachers receive a 2/3 credit for each student teacher supervised. If faculty 

loads drop below 22 semester hours a year, a review is conducted to ensure teaching loads 

remain between 22-24 semester hours per academic year.  The unit uses adjunct instructors 

sparingly in its programs.  

 

Professional development funding is provided for faculty.  The Director of Teacher Education 

was the President of the Association of Teacher Educators (ATE), and his work with the 

organization was funded by the university. The unit emphasizes the importance of belonging to 

and participating in professional organizations.  

 

The unit has provided a variety of technology resources available to faculty including model 

classrooms and an additional classroom used exclusively for teacher education courses. 

Technology resources are available for teaching and work. Classrooms have computer 

projectors, wireless and wired ports. The University provides computer labs, computer kiosks, 

and e-mail and internet for its students and employees. Refresh rates for faculty laptops are every 

four year. Other refresh rates were not provided, but new purchases over the last several years 

are included in the IR.  

 

The RichLyn Library holdings in education outnumber all other undergraduate department’s 

holding and new book allocations are equal to the Bible and Religion department.  These two 

departments have greater support than the other departments on campus.  

 

6.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard  
 

Not applicable to this standard.  

 

6.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs) 
 

No AFIs were cited in the previous accreditation report. 

 
6.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 

 

None  

 

6.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

(1) Which faculty position is designated as the head of the unit? 

(2) How are clinical faculty included into the unit? 

(3) How are faculty modeling use of technology in the program? 

(4) How does the budget compare to other units on campus? 

(5) How are tenured faculty goals set and monitored over a five-year time period? 

(6) What is the refresh rate on technology other than laptops? 

(7) How do the advanced programs function in the unit? Budget? Staffing? Administrative 

support? 
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Sources of Evidence 
 

Huntington University’s Institutional Report 

Annual Reports and Program Reports in NCATE’s Accreditation Information Management 

System (AIMS) 

Website and Exhibits of Huntington University 

  


